The British Journal of Occupational Therapy (BJOT) has recently revised its submission guidelines to clarify what the journal seeks in a review. This provides a useful opportunity to reflect on the key features of different types of reviews and the value that a well-timed and expertly executed review adds to a field.
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The value of review papers to support evidence-based occupational therapy practice cannot be underestimated. As opinions, reflections, instructions and research are published in a field, it is almost impossible for individuals to gather, sift through, and meaningfully summarise the magnitude of work that has been done. Reviews provide rigorous syntheses of information to answer a question or encapsulate a topic. They can map the work that has been done, summarise both peer-reviewed (white) and non-peer-reviewed (grey) literatures, identify best evidence to support practice and appraise or quantify the strength of that evidence, locate gaps in knowledge, articulate controversies for further exploration, and focus our thinking. But not every review can achieve all of these ideals, and different review types exist to deliver information to readers through the most relevant approach.
Producing an excellent review requires considerable science and art. Significant time and expertise are required to undertake knowledge synthesis in a methodical, transparent and unbiased manner so that key information can be crystallised and readers are not overwhelmed by the quantity of information. Rather than narrowing the types of reviews that the journal will consider publishing, our guidance assists prospective authors in choosing a review type that best suits the material under review. It also stresses the importance of clarifying the rationale and justifying the need for undertaking the review, and of delivering the most rigorous approach and quality appraisal. As always, the journal's aim is to publish articles of the highest scholarly standard that stimulate and promote occupational therapy practice and contribute to advancing knowledge.
Given that the best quality thinking and decisions in any field come from robust debate and differing views among scholars, it is perhaps unsurprising that we lack rigid definitions of review types. However, conventions for the conduct and publication of many review types certainly exist. Grant and Booth (2009) provide a comprehensive overview of 14 'review types' (summarised online at various university libraries, for example Duke University -http://bit.ly/2h2IVqE). When identifying and appraising review types, Grant and Booth (2009) developed a Search, Appraisal, Synthesis and Analysis (SALSA) framework to summarise the characteristics of each review. Those types that rigorously adopt each of these characteristics are prioritised by BJOT and include:
. Mixed-methods review -includes a combination of review approaches. Combines qualitative and quantitative research or outcomes. . Systematic review -aims for exhaustive searching and robust quality appraisal. Findings are synthesised using meta-analysis where possible. . Meta-analysis -statistically combines the findings from quantitative studies, and is commonly included as part of a systematic review. Meta-analysis graphs, called forest plots, are provided to graphically summarise the analysis. . Rapid review -drawing on systematic review methods but completeness limited by time (up to eight months, with rigour increasing with the time frame). . Scoping review -this approach may be used to identify the size, scope and nature of aspects of white and grey literature. A tendency to lack formal appraisal of included literature can limit their contribution to supporting evidence-based practice. They are useful, however, to indicate if a systematic review is warranted. Systematic reviews, prized for their rigorous methodology, appraisal and synthesis of literature, are analysed more thoroughly by Tricco et al. (2011) , who summarise eight approaches to conducting both quantitative and qualitative systematic reviews. This level of detail in the conduct of one review type reveals the specificity and rigour demanded in conducting a review. Templates to assist authors in managing this process have been developed by organisations such as the Cochrane Collaboration (www.cochrane.org) and Joanna Briggs Institute (www. joannabriggs.org). The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (Moher et al., 2009) were also developed, and published simultaneously in several journals, to ensure transparency and rigour in the reporting of systematic reviews. Like many journals, BJOT requires a PRISMA flow diagram in submitted reviews. Challenges in the implementation and interpretation of reviews remain. Reviewers, as well as organisations such as the Cochrane Collaboration and Joanna Briggs Institute, struggle with developing strategies on how best to manage qualitative evidence and integrate both quantitative and qualitative evidence to provide rich syntheses of information. In fields such as occupational therapy, systematic reviews are often stunted by having insufficient numbers of homogeneous randomised controlled trials to support the meta-analysis that enables reliable conclusions to be drawn. Mechanisms to update existing reviews also need to be developed. As evidence continues to mount in particular fields, it is to be expected that revised reviews will lead to some therapies being nuanced while others will be relegated to history.
Knowledge synthesis supports knowledge translation, and scholarly reviews should enable health care providers to transform mountains of two-dimensional literature into three-dimensional, evidence-based client care. Yet the evidence to practice gap remains wide, and considerable effort needs to be directed toward supporting occupational therapists to deliver findings from reviews into everyday therapy. Producing rigorous reviews is meaningless if their evidence is not translated into practice. Websites such as Evidence Search in the United Kingdom (National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE), 2016) and Up-To-Date in the United States (Walters Kluwer, 2016) are helping to build this bridge. Through strengthening its review guidelines and requirements further, BJOT continues its mission to promote best practice through publishing rigorous, transparent, clinically focused and timely reviews.
